century. Considering the difficulty and uncertainty of future carbon removal technologies, we adopted a conservative method for the future availability of negative emission technologies and eliminate the scenario where CCS > 15 Gt CO 2 eq/yr.
Based on some key characteristics (e.g., emission targets in specific years, renewable energy structure, and number of CCS technologies), these emission pathways are further divided into six groups, as shown in Figure 1 . Group I (baseline scenario) contains scenarios without any additional climate policies or mitigation actions, where the greenhouse gas emissions continue to increase according to current trends. Group II is similar to the baseline scenario but allows for lower energy intensity in the future. Group III represents a weak-policy baseline scenario considering existing climate policies, a weak interpretation (e.g., 2020 Copenhagen Pledges), and extrapolation of these targets beyond 2020 based on emissions intensity. Global emissions were assumed to peak in 2030 in Groups IV to VI. Specifically, Group IV may be described as a "continued action" pathway. The relatively constant decarbonization rates were approximately followed for the period after 2030. The overall trend of Group V is similar to Group IV, but more rapid mitigation after 2030 is the distinguishing characteristic. Group VI involves CCS action accelerating decarbonization and determining negative emissions in some pathways.
In our discussion of the heat stress response in the global INDC scenario, we referred to the first group as the "delayed action" scenario and the third and fourth groups as the extended "continuous action" (INDC commitment) scenario. The heat stress responses at the 1.5 °C and 2 °C warming levels were compared with the heat stress response s under the INDC scenarios.
